INTRODUCTION
Five years after the introduction of the term (Priem, et al. 2010) , altmetric indicators can be found on most of major publishers platforms, and are increasingly used in research evaluation (Wilsdon et al., 2015) . Although some factors such as document age (Thelwall, et al, 2013) , discipline (Haustein, Costas, & Larivière, 2015) , topic (Costas, Zahedi, & Wouters, 2015) as well as countries (Alperin, 2015) , have been shown to affect the various indicators, the processes which make a scientific paper visible on social and mainstream media are still not yet fully understood. Haustein et al. (2015) showed that factors which typically influence citations counts had a smaller or opposite effect on social and mainstream media mentions and that the usage pattern differed in particularly regarding document types. This study builds upon this work, taking into account a longer citation and social media window and expanding it by Mendeley readership counts. It addresses the following research questions:
What is the effect of document characteristics on the number of Twitter, Facebook, blogs and mainstream media mentions as well as on Mendeley readership counts? Particularly, 1. How do these effects compare with that observed for citations? 2. How do these effects differ across document types?
DATA AND METHODS
This study builds upon and expands the analysis by Haustein et al. (2015) and compares the number of tweets, public Facebook posts, mentions in blogs and mainstream media, and Mendeley readership counts to citations received by WoS publications with a DOI published in 2012 (n= 1,339,279). Citations from the CWTS in-house database were considered until September 2015 and altmetrics were collected in July 2015, expanding the windows used by Haustein et al. (2015) . Table 1 shows that slightly more papers had been saved to Mendeley (84.2%) than cited (81.7%). For other social media platforms, coverage is much lower, with 22.6% of papers receiving at least one tweet, 5.2% being shared publicly on Facebook, 2.3% mentioned in blog posts, and 1.1% discussed by mainstream media. Reviews and articles are the document types that were most commonly cited or saved on Mendeley, while editorial material and news items were particularly popular on Twitter, Facebook, blogs, and mainstream media. Although both coverage and density were higher for reviews and articles, editorials and news items were also frequently saved by Mendeley users. Correlations show that Mendeley readership has the highest positive correlation (ρ =.585, Table 2 ) with citation counts, followed by Twitter (ρ =.279) and blogs (ρ=.159), while Facebook (ρ =.142) and mainstream media (ρ =.115) show positive but low correlations with citations. These findings point to different audiences and engagements on these social media platforms. While the stronger relationship between citations and readership counts likely reflect Mendeley's use in a pre-citation context (Mohammadi, Thelwall, & Kousha, 2015) , the lower correlations with Twitter might be related to Twitter's inclusion of non-academic audiences. Facebook is mostly used for private rather than professional purposes (Van Noorden, 2014) , and users generally interact in closed rather than open groups. Blogs and mainstream media are very selective in the sense that only a fraction of papers are mentioned. It should be noted that the low correlations are largely caused by low coverage: more than 98% of papers did not get mentioned in blogs or mainstream media. Both of these sources are targeted at larger audiences than scientific papers and are generally written in a less technical language, while blogs mainly focus on academia and mainstream media target a general audience. It should also be mentioned that papers covered by mainstream media and blogs are often published in multidisciplinary scientific journals such as Nature or Science . Table 2 . Correlation between document characteristics, citations and social media mentions. to citations -followed by number of pages (ρ=.287) and title length (ρ=.080). However, the latter does not seem to have a large effect on attracting Mendeley users. Readership count patterns are comparable to citations. Although correlations were low, negative correlations between the other metrics and title length (as well as document length for main stream media) suggests that social media users, to the opposite of citing authors, exhibit a preference for short titles (and documents length). The highest correlation of citations is with the number of authors (ρ=0.320), followed by number of institutions (ρ=0.215) and countries (ρ=0.170). Altmetrics show less pronounced effects regarding these collaboration indicators slightly different and less pronounced effects.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

PRELIMINARY CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK
This paper provided insights on the relationship between social and mainstream media visibility and various documents characteristics. It is shown that some of them influence the extent to which they are cited or shared on social media. However, patterns vary between indicators. While Twitter, Facebook, blogs and mainstream media mentions are different from citations as reflected in low correlations and the popularity of so-called "non-citable" document types, Mendeley exhibits patterns similar to citations, which is likely due to its use in a pre-citation context. Our results thus highlight the heterogeneous nature of altmetrics, which encompasses different types of uses and user groups engaging with research on social media. Future research will include to what extent this pattern is different across disciplines as well as how these indicators change by different levels of collaboration and document characteristics by applying multiple regression analysis.
